There were still heaps of snow on the sides of the pavement when I arrived in Moscow for fieldwork. At the NGO where I was to start my observations I was welcomed by Muiz, an asylum seeker from Syria, who was staffing the reception desk. He spoke perfect Russian, and he invited me to come in and showed me to the lawyers' office. There was a long queue spanning the adjacent waiting room and the corridor; the lawyers were busy seeing to their clients behind the closed doors. I did not dare enter, so I joined the queue. I did not realize then that standing in line would become the leitmotiv of my field research on the everyday experiences of the law, human rights and access to justice for migrants and refugees in Russia.
'Devushka podozhdite' ('Girl, do wait, please') are some of the first words I heard, later, in the hallways of the Federal Migration Service (FMS) local field offices, where I accompanied migrants to submit asylum claims, applications for work permits or to make enquiries about the outcome of an administrative review against their entry bar. There was always a very high chance of hearing 'Devushka podozhdite' when attempting to enter the office of the clerk of the court, where I joined migrants submitting appeals in their cases, reviewing their case files or enquiring about final judgments. 'Podozhdite v koridore' ('Do wait in the corridor, please') was also part of the unwritten code of conduct ahead of the various court hearings, known to all parties of the legal proceedings: migrants, asylum seekers, their lawyers, court interpreters, even the FMS legal representatives. 'Devushka podozhdite' I would also hear at the entrance to other institutions connected with migration in Moscow, where I attempted to gather data or conduct interviews for my fieldwork. Except, as it turned out, in this NGO.
The news about my arrival must have spread quickly among the staff. At one point, one firm hand of Elena, the vice-chairwoman of the NGO, grabbed my shoulder while the other opened the door to the lawyers' office. Her trusting and kind eyes seemed to say: 'Why are you waiting, silly? Just enter.' She announced me to the lawyers and made me sit on the chair in one corner of the office. The room was fairly small and staffed with three lawyers consulting their clientsasylum seekers from all over the world (mainly East and West Africa, Central Asia, the Middle East and Ukraine) and migrant workers, primarily from Central Asian and other former Soviet Union republics. I had to sit so close to one of the lawyers that even taking out my notebook seemed intrusive to the dynamics of the intimate relations unfolding in front of my eyes in the consultation room. On this first day, I only observed. Later, I managed to make myself less conspicuous, and perhaps even helpful by volunteering at the photocopier, interpreting or running small office errands for the lawyers.
It is therefore with the trust showed to me by the NGO staff that this book adventure began… In the area of migration studies, the existing scholarship provides evidence of immigrants' and refugees' incorporation and responses to specific host-country laws and policies, but this is predominantly limited to the North American or Western European experiences (Portes and Bach 1985; Portes and Zhou 1993; Hagan 1994; Alba and Nee 1997; Coutin 1998 Coutin , 2000 Coutin , 2002 Hagan 1998; Menjívar 2000 Menjívar , 2006 Menjívar , 2014a Menjívar , 2014b Hein and Beger 2001a, 2001b; de Genova 2004; Kubal 2009 Kubal , 2012 Kubal , 2013 Kubal , 2014 Menjívar and Abrego 2012; Salcido and Menjívar 2012 (Ledeneva 1998 (Ledeneva , 2006 (Ledeneva , 2008 Kurkchiyan 2003 Kurkchiyan , 2009 McAulley et al. 2006 (Geertz, 1975 (Geertz, , 1983 of Russian immigration and refugee legal regimes I wanted to document the different processes, experiences, encounters, pieces of legislation, legal texts, court cases and forms of discourse that make up the lived experiences of the law. In this book, I therefore trace and map the experiences of migrants, immigration lawyers, asylum seekers, refugees, Russian judges and FMS officers. These actors often speak with completely different voices, profess different ideologies and hold diametrically opposite worldviews; however, the thing they share in common is their centrality to understanding migration processes in Russia.
The turn to everyday life in the study of immigrants, refugees and state law enforcement officials has long been observed in socio-legal studies in but no voice to those whose lives are shaped by the law (see Sarat and Kearns (1995) for a noteworthy and recent exception; see also Reeves (2013) and
Hendley (2017)). Hendley (2017: 222)).
I position this book vis
In order not to reproduce the stereotypes and negative myths about officers, as well as ancillary staff -clerks and interpreters. Migrants, whom I accompanied, were usually my guides to these different interactions; they painstakingly explained to me who was who, who was important, with whom we should talk, and whom we should ideally avoid. During these hours in the corridors of the FMS offices, I also met with other migrants and asylum seekers, learned about their stories, migratory journeys, families and plans for the future. refer to human rights. 4 While this picture is therefore by no means generalizable, it nevertheless offers important qualitative and discursive insights into the use 4 As I was interested in the arguments around human rights, I have removed from the text all information that could identify the defendant, their legal representative, the judge or the geographical area where the court was located. For analytical reasons, however, I still present the facts of the case, and mention the level of the court that rendered a particular judgment. This information, if cited, was anonymized in the text.
(and absence) of human rights arguments in immigration and refugee law cases.
I accompanied the textual analysis of domestic court judgments with collecting and reading a number of ECtHR judgments against Russia in immigration and refugee law cases. These judgments mainly stem from the Garabayev group of cases, 5 which spans more than 80 cases decided by the Strasbourg Court between 2007 and 2018.
Finally, my regular observations in the NGOs, FMS offices, courts and the analyses of written court judgments were supported by in-depth interviews with migrants themselves, sometimes in more formal settings, sometimes less structured and less formal (e.g. at social gatherings or at homes). This book thereby also strives to give a voice to those whose lives are shaped by the law, and discusses immigrants' and refugees' everyday life experiences of immigration and/or refugee law, the intricate strategies of living under its shadow, but also the practices of challenging it. The interviews included in this book reach beyond the straightforward evidence and legal argumentation of a case and inquire into the background of the problem at hand, the various assumptions and expectations of the parties involved, and the personal hopes and fears of each respondent. This is not to say that I discard the quantitative evidence; I rely on the statistical and macro-trends as the first step of the enquiry, with each of the chapters extending it with in-depth qualitative, ethnographic explanations and analysis.
In the pages of this book, the reader will get to know the story of a What Is this Book About? What Is this Book About? What Is this Book About? What Is this Book About?
This book offers an ethnography of access to justice and the realization of human rights for migrants and refugees in Russia. It focuses on the everyday experiences of immigration and refugee laws and how these different legal frameworks work 'in action' in Russia (Pound 1910) . This investigation is sociological, starting from a premise that the situation on the ground is much more complex than the law 'in the books' assumes, as it is mediated by people's Ultimately, the case file -not the defendants, the witnesses or even the judgesoccupied centre-stage in these immigration proceedings. Other human rights arguments were invoked when setting the time limits of detention pending administrative removal (or detention pending extradition) in order to protect the human right to liberty (art. 5 ECHR).
In order to develop my argument about the human rights logic in Chapter 6, I turned to specific court judgments from various domestic courts of general jurisdiction: low-level district courts, regional (and city) courts, the Supreme Court of Russia, and supreme courts of the different republics (subjects) of the Russian Federation. I also consulted certain judgments of the Russian Constitutional Court in St. Petersburg. My sampling of judgments for this chapter was purposeful; I selected judgments that made some reference to human rights to discern the broader practices and understandings: if Russian domestic judges did invoke human rights, how exactly did they do it? Working with the various textual documents helped me construct a typology of how the different human rights arguments were raised and invoked. The application of the human rights logic by the domestic judges was not straightforward, and there was a significant variation in how the courts ultimately relied on it. It ranged from: (1) an explicit application and recognition of specific human rights claims (with reference to the ECHR and other international human rights instruments); (2) implicit reliance on human rights claims (with reference to domestic legal provisions, e.g. the Russian Constitution); (3) affirmation of the ECtHR jurisprudence; and, finally (4) outright rejection of human rights arguments (if and when these were raised by the defence during the proceedings).
The picture of the human rights application in immigration and refugee cases in Russia that emerges from the written judgments is, however, incomplete. The formal court judgments do not allow the reader to get to know the applicants before the court, as their personal experiences are often reduced to a few words under the heading 'facts of the case'. Who are the humans behind these and other migration cases in Russia? What are their stories and their experiences?
The last substantive chapter, Chapter 7, therefore gives voice to the migrants, asylum seekers and refugees themselves, and serves as a platform to let them assert their side of the story ( 
